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- Th9 MAILING DATE of this communication appears on tho covor sheet with the correspondence address • 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

• If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

• If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communicatlon(s) filed on 28 January 2004 , 
2a)|E This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 7-22 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) M Claim(s) 8-14 and 21 is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1-7, 15-20 and 22 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim{s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: 3)0 accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required If the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1J_)PJrhe-oath-or-declaration-is objeGted-to by-the-Examiner-Note-the-attached-Gffice-Action o^ 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3.n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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Art Unit: 2878 

This is in response to Applicants' Response filed January 28, 2004. 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent In the United 
states. 

Claims 1 , 3-5 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Maslowski et al 3,823,276. 

Maslowski et al disclose an optical data recording and reproducing system 
comprising: a curved writing surface (2); a rotatable shaft (5) having a first reflective 
surface, the curved writing surface is translating in at least one direction relative to the 
reflective surface; a translator or translational stage (1 , 24) coupled to the curved writing 
surface for causing the translation of the curved writing surface; a light source (21 ) for 
emitting a beam of light directed to the reflective surface for reflection to the curved 
writing surface; and a reflecting mirror arrangement (16, Fig. 4B) having a plurality of 
facesreach-disposed-at-different-angles-with-respect"to~axentral"axis"fDrreflectin^'a 
plurality of light beams parallel to an optical axis. The first reflective surface is coupled 
at 45 degrees with respect to the central axis of the shaft. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 2, 6, 7, 15-19 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maslowski et al 3,823,276. 

With respect to claim 2, although Maslowski et al fail to specify the type of the 
shaft, selecting the use of an available known such as an air-bearing supporting shaft in 
a scanning system would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. It would 
have been obvious to modify Maslowski et al accordingly in order to provide a better 
rotatable element for the scanning operation of the system. 

With respect to claim 6, although Maslowski et al lack an Inclusion of 
continuously rotation, a setting and/or a specific rotating cycle (direction) of the shaft as 
claimed, selecting a particular rotation operation of a rotatable shaft in a scanning 
system in order to provide an desired scanning performance depend upon a selected 
scanned object and/or configuration of the recording surface. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the scanning art at the time of the invention to modify 
Maslowski et al accordingly in order to provide more accurate scanning performances of 
the system. Selecting a galvanometer and/or a motor or any available rotating device 
for the rotation of the shaft would have been a mere matter of obvious design choice 
involves only routine skill in the art. 

Regarding claim 7, although Maslowski et al lack an inclusion of a pentaprism for 
bending the light beam, the use of an optics element for directing/redirecting light 
beam(s) in an optical system would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 
It would have been obvious to modify Maslowski et al accordingly in order to provide a 
more control to the scanning operation of the system. 
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With respect to claims 15-19, although Maslowski et al fail to disclose a plurality 
of light sources for providing a plurality of light beams, the use of a single or a plural 
light sources for providing a plurality of light beams would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the optics art In order to provide a compact optics design for the system. 
It would have been obvious to modify the proposed system of Maslowski et al, 
discussed above, accordingly in order to provide a more convenience in aligning the 
optics components of the system. The inclusion of a line start detector and its operation 
in an optical scanning, recording and/or reproducing system would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art in order to provide a more control to the 
operation/performance of the light beam. It would have also been obvious to modify 
Maslowski et al accordingly in order to provide amore reliable performance of the 
system. 

Claims 8-14 and 21 are allowable over the prior art of record. 

Applicant's arguments filed Januar v 28. 2004 have been_fully_considered,butJhey- 

are not persuasive. 

With respect to Applicants' arguments, on pages 6-7 of the remarks, states 
Maslowski reference fails to disclose "the curved writing surface translating in at least 
one direction relative to the first reflective surface", Applicants' attention is directed to 
the Examiner's statement, in the previous Office Action, In which, "a curved writing 
surface (2) ... is translating in at least one direction relative to the reflective surface" (the 
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reflective surface of the rotatable shaft (5)), See Figures 1, 6A and 6B, and columns 1- 
^ 5. Thus, the rejection set forth above Is proper. 

With respect to Applicants' comments on Statement of Reasons for Allowance, 
on page 7 of the remarks, it is unclear because Applicants has not clearly pointed out 
the exact reason, law, regulation, language and/or limitation stated by examiner, in the 
Reasons for Allowance, which made Applicants "respectfully disagree with" the 
examiner. Accordingly, the Reasons for Allowance, stated by the examiner in the 
previous Office Action, is proper. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 

mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutor y period, then the 

shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Que T. Le whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-2438. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
0956. 




Que T Le 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2878 



